Abstract
Introduction
There are at least two competing explanations as to why the presence of minority individuals might affect the philanthropic activities of majority individuals. The first arises from research that finds that ethnic diversity is inimical to collective mindedness, civic trust and participation. Prominent within this literature is Robert Putnam's celebrated work which posits that community heterogeneity undermines the willingness and ability of people to engage in collective actions (e.g., Putnam 2000 Putnam & 2007 . Diversity brings an individual closer to him-or her-self and farther from others, resulting in social isolation, or "hunkering down" behavior. His finding that diversity reduces not only trust between groups but within groups as well, led to his infamous "bowling alone" outcome. Other work corroborates Putnam's observation that "immigration and ethnic diversity challenge social solidarity and inhibit social capital" (Putnam 2007: p.138) , (for instance, Alesina & La Ferrara (2000 & 2002 in the US; Soroka et al. (2006) in Canada).
By contrast, the presence of minorities may enhance the philanthropic behavior of the majority. Exposure to a critical mass of minority individuals can help foster better understanding by the majority group, leading, for instance, to enhanced outreach and altruism. Allport's (1954) "contact hypothesis" embodies this positive view of the benefits of exposure to minority groups, and has received overwhelming support as it pertains to a variety of target groups such as gays, Muslims, and blacks (Herek & Glunt, 1993; Eskilson, 1995; Wright et al., 1997; Novotny& Polonsky, 2011; Savelkoul et al., 2011) . In a meta-analysis of 517 contact studies , Pettigrew &Tropp (2006) observe that a negative relationship between contact and prejudice was found in 93% of them, with the correlation being largest in the more rigorous and sophisticated studies.
It is well recognized that the philanthropic behavior of others has an impact on an individual's decisions to give to charity (e.g., Martin & Randall, 2008; Meer, 2011; Smith, et al., 2013) . Individuals respond positively to peer pressures: if others give more so too do they. List and Price (2009) examine if the race of askers affect the responses of givers in door-to-door solicitations, and find that minority askers affect the responses of both minority and majority givers. However, no one, until now, has examined if and how the presence of minorities affects the giving decisions of the majority group.
In this paper, we take a first step at filling this gap, and rely on several strands of research to provide much needed guidance in this regard. For instance, we know that being an immigrant affects charitable behavior, with it being associated with lower contributions in general (e.g., Osili & Du, 2005; Apinunmahakul & Devlin, 2008) , but higher contributions to international causes (Rajan, et al., 2009) . US studies typically account for the race of the giver, with blacks giving less than whites, ceteris paribus (for a critique see Brown & Smart, 2007) . A few papers have looked carefully at how different measures of ethnicity in the population affect donations (Okten & Osili, 2004 & 2005 Andreoni et al., 2011) . Racial fractionalization has been found to reduce volunteer effort (Costa & Kahn, 2003) .
While a substantial body of work has examined the determinants of giving in general (e.g., Brown & Lankford, 1992; Gittell &Tebaldi, 2006; Brown & Ferris, 2007; Apinunmahakul & Devlin, 2008 : see summary in Andreoni & Payne, 2013) , only a few papers have investigated the determinants of giving to international causes. Ribar and Wilhelm's (1995) work on charitable contributions to international relief and development in the US found that education level, age distribution, religiosity and political orientation were important and significant determinants of donations to these causes. Rajan, Pink and Dow (2009) profiled international givers using a Canadian data set from the year 2000, and collaborate most of Riber and Wilhelm's findings. Brown et al., (2012) focus on donations to the 2004 tsunami and how such unexpected events may affect overall giving, and find evidence that disaster giving is complementary to other giving. We contribute to this sparse literature.
We focus on if and how the presence of minority individuals influences two giving decisions by the majority population. The first is giving to any charitable organization; the second is giving to organizations geared to international causes. Our findings suggest that the larger the proportion of minorities in a given community, the more likely that members of the majority group give to international causes, lending support to the idea that exposure to minorities promotes outward gestures of philanthropy. But, for the decision to give in general, the opposite holds true: the presence of minorities exerts a negative influence on this decision, consistent with Putnam's, and others, finding that living in a heterogeneous community has a deleterious effect on charitable giving (Alesina & La Ferrara, 2000 & 2002 .
Methodology and Data
To investigate if the presence of visible minorities influences the decision of a majority individual to donate money, the data are firstly separated into individuals belonging to the majority ("white") group, and those belonging to the minority group (as defined below). All of the analyses focuses on the philanthropic decisions of the majority group. The dependent variable is dichotomous, taking on the value "1" if the majority individual donates money to charity and "0" if the majority individaul does not donate. The decision to give is the outcome of a utility maximization process: an individual gives if so doing renders him or her better off.
From an empirical perspective, the difference between the utility associated with giving and not for individual i can be expressed as:
where ε is a vector of error terms with a known distribution, assumed to be uncorrelated with X, a vector of independent variables. We do not observe utility y * , rather we observe whether or not the individual gives: y=1 if y * >0, and y=0 if y * ≤0. Assuming that ε has a standard normal distribution, the above describes a probit model which can be estimated using the method of maximum likelihood (Greene, 2003, p.669 There were 64 CMAs in the 2000 and 2004 surveys and thereafter many of these areas were subdivided into two or more areas, increasing the number of CMAs to 143 in the latter two sample years. In order to pool together all of the years of this data set, we had to rely on the older CMA definition and collapse the sample into 64 areas. All of the variation in the % Minorities variable comes from variation across these 64 areas and across the four years of the surveys.
One problem with using census data is that they do not correspond precisely with the The N/CSGVP surveys ask individuals if they give to charities whose main cause is international. We define an individual as an "international giver" if he or she contributed to one or more of such charities, but not necessarily exclusively to such charities (in our sample, all individuals who gave to international causes also gave to domestic ones). We also have information on the religiosity of the respondent, and since "religious" individuals tend to behave differently than their non-religious counterparts (e.g., Feldstein, 1975; Kitchen, 1992) , the sample is divided into religious international givers and non-religious international givers.
Four dependent dichotomous variables are created, all using the sample containing only majority individuals. The first is equal to one if the (majority) individual gives to any charity and zero otherwise; the second is one if the respondent gives to international causes, zero if gives to domestic-only causes; the last two dependent variables split the giving sample into religious and non-religious givers, and focuses on international giving by these two groups.
Of course, while our concern is the impact of visible minorities on giving, a large number of other socio-economic and demographic characteristics matter. The empirical model includes the individual's age, income, labor force status, religiosity, health status, satisfaction with life, household size, marital status and education. Table 2 defines of all variables used in the estimations. 
Results
The estimated coefficients from the probit model are difficult to interpret because of the non-linear nature of its underlying likelihood function. We report, instead, the marginal impact of a small change in any given independent variable on the probability that the dependent variable takes the value 1. Marginal effects are calculated as the average of the predicted probabilities evaluated for every observation of the continuous variables. Otherwise, the marginal effect is evaluated when any given the dichotomous variable goes from 0 (the reference person) to one. In all cases, we include year dummy variables to pick up time-varying fixed effects. Table 4 presents the marginal effects associated with the four dependent variables just described: the decision of a majority individual to give to any Canadian charity; the decision of a majority giver to donate to an international charity; the decision of a non-religious majority giver to donate to an international charity, and the decision of a religious majority giver to give to an international charity. Robust standard errors are estimated to take account of the possibility of heteroskedastic variances, and the data are weighted by the sample weights provided by Statistics
Canada for each survey year before the data are pooled. In all cases, the probability-value is also reported, indicating the likelihood that the null hypothesis -that the estimated coefficient is zero -is maintained: the higher the p-value, the more likely that the null is accepted (that the impact of that determinant on the dependent variable is zero), the lower the value, the more likely that it is not.
TABLE 4 HERE
Marginal effects are interpreted in relation to the predicted probability that the reference individual gives to charity: this individual is captured by the omitted category in each dummy variable as specified in table 2, and the average observed value for all of the continuous variables. For instance, for the international giving specification, the reference person is a 47 year old married female who is a high school graduate, living in Ontario, non-religious, in poor health, dissatisfied with life, unemployed, and living in a household of three with an average income of 83,571 dollars. The predicted probability that she gives to an international charity is 0.0774 (not surprising given the characteristics of this reference person relative to the average characteristics of international givers); the probability that the reference individual gives in general is 0.866. The predicted probability serves as the yardstick for measuring the strength of changes in any of the independent variables on the probability of giving.
3.1: Do visible minorities matter?
The main independent variable of interest is the proportion of the population that is visible minority in the majority respondents' census area. Three insights are evident from table 4.
First, the presence of visible minorities exerts a negative influence on the decision to give to any charitable organization, as seen from the first large column of results. A 10% increase in the percentage of visible minorities in the community leads to a 0.0012 point fall in the probability of giving, which amounts to a 1% (0.0012/0.866*10) drop in the predicted probability for our reference individual, ceteris paribus. This finding supports Putnam's "hunkering down"
hypothesis: that heterogeneity in the community leads to lower social cohesion and hence bowling alone. It is also consistent with several papers that find that heterogeneous communities negatively affect private philanthropy (e.g., the review in Brooks, 2005; Brown & Ferris, 2007; Apinunmahakul & Devlin, 2008) . The finding differs from Andreoni et al., (2011) who show that ethnic diversity affects the amount of money given (in general, not just by the majority group) and does not affect the decision to give. Our focus on majority givers, as well as the use of different data and techniques, no doubt account for this divergence. But, the story does not end here.
The second insight drawn from our work arises when we drill down to examine the behavior of majority individuals who give to international charities, as reported in the second set of columns in table 4. When we look at the choice of whether to donate to an international cause, the presence of minorities leads to an increased likelihood of that happening. An increase of 10% in the proportion of minorities in the respondent's community is associated with a 0.006 point increase in the predicted probability of giving to an international charity, which amounts to an 8% increase in this predicted probability. This finding means that, rather than hunkering down, contact with minority groups leads to outward looking behavior: the more contact with minority groups (as evidenced by a higher proportion of them in a community), the more likely that the majority group will donate internationally. The results reported in table 4 are from the decision to give internationally conditional on giving some positive amount; we also estimated this decision for the pooled sample including non-givers and found almost the same result: a 10% increase in the proportion of minorities lead to a 7% increase in the predicted probability of giving to a charitable organization dealing with international causes. The presence of minorities appears to have a positive influence on the international giving behavior of the majority group.
To explore further the link between minorities and majority giving, we divide the sample into those who are "religious" (defined as attending a place of worship at least once a month) and those who are not. The third main insight into international giving comes from a comparison of the decision to give to international causes across these two groups. The presence of visible minorities has a significant impact on the behavior of the non-religious group, while it has no effect on that of the religious group. Religious individuals are almost always found to be more generous than their non-religious counterparts (even when one controls for giving to religious organizations, they give more), ceteris paribus, as reflected in the estimated coefficient on "religious" in the first two sets of results reported in table 4. What we are revealing here is that the presence of minorities has no additional impact on "religious" majority givers when it comes to inducing international giving.
Overall, the finding that the presence of minorities promotes giving to international organizations is persistent; it is also contrary to the "usual" finding that heterogeneity in the community dampens charitable behavior.
3.2: Other influences on the decisions to give
Many factors influence the decision to give money to charity. Typically, this decision is an increasing function of income and educational level and differs by the sex of the giver and their religiosity (e.g., Andreoni, et al., 2003; Apuninmahakul & Devlin, 2008) . In addition to corroborating these findings, our work reveals that the likelihood of giving increases with reported health status, and with feeling satisfied with life. Some of the missing information was also important: for instance, individuals who did not respond to the question about attending places of worship (our religiosity variable) are less likely to give in general as are those who did not answer the question about marital status. By and large, the findings reported in the first main column of table 4 correspond well to those reported elsewhere in the literature, including the apparent interprovincial differences (Kitchen, 1992; Apuninmahakul & Devlin, 2008): individuals in the eastern provinces are more inclined to give relative to those in Ontario, and respondents in Quebec, Alberta and BC are less likely to give.
Comparing the results for different dependent variables in table 4 reveals differences between the factors influencing the decision to give in general and those influencing the decision to give to international causes. Some of the traditional influences on giving do not affect the decision to give to international causes in the same way. For instance, the literature typically finds that unmarried individuals are less likely to give (e.g., Carroll et al., 2005; Brown & Ferris, 2007) , which is borne out in the results for our model on general giving, but does not hold when it comes to giving internationally where marital status does not seem to matter. Age does not seem to influence the likelihood of donating internationally, while it does influence general donations (Brown & Lankford, 1992; Apinunmahakul & Devlin, 2008) . Whether or not the individual works exerts a positive effect on giving in general, but is largely irrelevant when examining the international giving behavior of the majority group.
Several factors do matter when it comes to giving to international charities. Women are significantly more likely to give than men. If the reference individual becomes a male, the predicted probability falls by 0.017 points or 22% (0.017/.077). Holding a university degree rather than a high-school diploma, has a huge positive impact on the decision to give to an international cause: increasing the predicted probability by 0.06 points or 78%; whereas, while positive, it is of a more modest magnitude (0.043/0.866 or 5%) for general giving. This result corroborates the findings elsewhere that giving increases with education (controlling for income) and that education is associated with a broader awareness of international affairs (Cheung & Chan, 2000; Sargeant, 1999) .
Religiosity has a positive effect in all decisions to give to charity. But its impact on giving internationally is much larger than that which is associated with giving in general. If our reference person becomes religious, then her likelihood of giving to an international charity goes up for 0.047 points, representing an increase in her predicted probability of 63%, ceteris paribus.
Dummy variables were included to pick up any time variant fixed effects. From table 4 we see that, relative to 2010, individuals in 2004 and 2007 were more likely to give to charities in general. Looking at the international giving specification reveals that the probability of giving to an international charity by a majority individual is steadily increasing over time -a pattern that holds even if we differentiate givers on the basis of their religiosity.
Conclusions
This paper investigates how the presence of visible minorities influences the decision to
give to charity by majority individuals. Some researchers suggest that contact with individuals who are different in some way can be used to bridge gaps and to make people more amenable to reaching out to others: the "contact hypothesis". While others suggest that proximity to those who are different can lead individuals to withdraw into themselves, reducing social outreach and leading to "bowling alone".
We find evidence of both phenomena. When it comes to giving in general, it would appear that the more heterogeneous the community, the more individuals withdraw into themselves, as manifested in a decrease in the likelihood of donating to charity. This finding accords with the general consensus in the literature on social capital and philanthropy. But, when we look at the decision to give to international causes, we reverse holds true: as the proportion of minority individuals increase in a community, so too does the likelihood of giving to international causes by the majority. As only about 10% of majority donors give to international charities, this effect is masked when we focus on giving in general.
This paper represents the first to examine how giving by majority individuals is affected by contact with minorities, and our results suggest directions for future work. With more and better data, particularly of a time-series nature, we would be able to tease out further the causal link between exposure to minorities and majority giving. More detailed data about proximate neighbours and networks would help improve our understanding of the transmission mechanism.
While the hypothesis of this paper was that simple exposure to different people can affect charitable outreach, one could well imagine that the intensity of exposure would also matter. 
